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REMARKS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In response to the Office Action dated July 12, 2005, claims 1-2, 4-8, 10-14, and 16-21 have 
been amended. Qaims 1-21 remain in the application. Entry of these amendments, and re- 
consideration of the application, as amended, is requested. 

m. PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

In paragraph (1) of the Office Action, claims 1-3. 7-9. 13-15, and 19-21 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Hollingswordi et al., U.S, Patent No- 5,444,836 
Collingsworth). In paragraph (2) of the Office Action, claims 4, 10, and 16 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Hollingsworth in view of Matsushita et al., U.S, Patent 
No. 6,049,340 Matsushita). In paragraph (3) of the Office Action, claims 5, 6, 11, 12, 17, and 18 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as beiag unpatentable over Hollingswordi in view of Fdser et 
aL, U-S- Patent No, 6,025,849 (Felser). 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Specifically, rfxe independent claims were rejected as follows: 
la regards to claims 1, 7, 13, 19 - 21 - 

Hollingbworth ct al. Discloses nn apparams and method for creating and applying flexible, 
usti defined lulcs for pkccmeat of graphical objects in a computer aided drafdng (CAD) application. 
Hic placement subsystem (100) and its relanonship co other subsystems are shown in Fig. 1. 
Placement mbsystem (100 conimunicates \nth database subsystem (t 02) over bidi 
communication Uok (110) to renicvc infoxmation and attributes assooatod 'with graphical objects lo 
be placed on a graphical image. Database subsystem (102) may repiesenc any database means capable 
of storing and retrieving information (claim 13, 2L storage medium readable by computer). 
Placement subsystem (100) manipulates the infocmadon retrieved ficom database subsystem (102) by 
applying user-defined rules to determine the proper placement of the graphical objects on the 
graphical image (claims l.cL, Lc.ii, T.b.iiLL, 7.b.iiL2, 13.c.i.> 13.c.ii., 1^21) [column 4, lines 64-66]. 
Placement subsystem (100) then commonicates with drawing subsystem (104) over communication 
link (112) to instruct drawing «ub$ystttn (^04) where to draw each giaphical object on the graphical 
output device (106) over communication link (114) to create the desked graphical image (claims l.a., 
7.b,i,, J3.5u> 19-21). The resulting graphical image constructed by graphical output device (106) shows 
the graphical objects placed on die graphical image according to the wjcx defined xules manipulated by 
placement subsystem (100) [cobmn 5^ lines 1-8). As shown in Fig. 2, these subsystems (100) (102) 
(104) may coexist on a common computer system (210) (claims 7, 20: a computer having memory) 
[column 5, line 14]. The nile-processing component (200) represents the rule applicadon (claims 7.b.) 
means for automadcally reading and applying the placement rules defined by the user of the rule 
definition means [column 5, lines 58-611. Graphical objects may be lines, symbols, geometric shapes, 
text, or other constructs which arc to be placed on die graphical image (daims l.b*, 7.b.ii., 13*b«) 
[column 1. lines 24-26]. 

AppHcaxkts tiav^-se the above tejections for one ot more of the following reasons: 
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(1) HoUingsworth, Matsushita, and Felset do not teach, disclose or suggest defining a 
location property, without moving an object wheiein the object is paxt of a drawing that has been 
obtained; 

(2) HoUingsworth. Matsushita, and Felser do not teach, disclose or suggest a location 
property that provides a location within a drawing for an object with respect to another object, area, 
or space; and 

(3) HoUingsworth fails to teach, disclose or suggest a vahie for a property of one or 
more objects 6om anodier objecc area or space diat is based on the location of the object ^.e-, as 
specified in the automatic location property)- 

Independent claims 1, 7, and 13 are generafly directed to determining/ specifying a location 
for an object within a drawing. SpedficaUy, a drawing (in a drawing program) is obtained The 
drawing has two or more existing object that each comprise a colccdon of graphical elements. One 
of the existing objects in the drawing is identified and an automatic location property is defined for 
the identified object. The claims expliddy provide and define the automatic location property. 
First, the automatic location property is defined without moving the identified akeady existing 
objecL Secondly, the automatic location property provides a location, within the drawing, for the 
identified object with respect to another object, area, or space. AddirionaUy, a value for a property 
of die identified object is obtained ficom property data of the other object, area, or space where and 
based on the location of the identified object. Accordingly, a location property for an object 
provides a location for the object wherein the location value is based on data from another object, 
area, or space that the object is associated witii. 

Applicants submit that there is a clear differentiation between the term "location" as used in 
the claims and the specification verses that used in HoUingswordi as cited in the Office AcuotL 
Applicants have attempted to fiirther include such a definition of the term 'location" in the 
amended claims. Namely, the location" is not the actual physical location of the object or how to 
place the object (via a set of rules) as in HoUingsworth. Instead, the "location" is an acmal specified 
identified location for the object that is defined without moving or placing the object. In other 
words, as used in the dependent claims, the 'location'* may be establiished merely by moving the 
location grip which does not move die object itself. Instead, the ^location" of tihe object is merely 
identified as on or within another object, area, or space. 

Applicants direct the attention of the Patent Office to FIG. 4: 
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FIG. 4 





In FIG. 4> the object is idenrified as object 404. However, the location of the object is at 
location grip 402. Thus, the "location" of door object 404 is not set when the door is placed in the 
djiawing, but after the door has been placed in the drawing (i.e.> an existing drawing is obtained), the 
location 402 may be defined without moving the door object 404 itself. 

Such claim language and limitations are clearly distinguishable fcom daat of HoUingsworth 
wherein the Patent Office has equated the location property with the actual location and placement 
of the object itself. The Office Action submits that the placement rules establish the other objects 
and the values of the property of the identified object with respect to another object, area, or space. 
However, as amended, the present cl^^tms cannot and do not read on HoUingsworth. Firsdy, a 
drawing having existing objects is obtained. In other words, objects are not being placed into the 
drawing. In addition, one of the existing objects is identified and an automatic location property for 
the identified existing object is defined without moving the object. Such a defining of a "location" 
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without moving die object itself and for a object that already exists in a drawing dearly differentiates 
die present invendon from Hollingswoxdi- 

Again the present invention is not directed towards placing an object in a drawing or 
placement rules. Instead, the location property reflects an entirely different concept from that of 
placement rules. In this r^ard. Applicant is endded to be its own lexicc^^pher and the 
specificatiDn must be relied upon xo detettnioe Ae definition of a particular term. The Office 
Action is attempting to equate the claimed term 'locatioti" widi a location as ijsed in Hollingsworrfi 
diat is wholly inconsistent with the defined use in the present specification. Accordingly, Applicants 
submit that the interpretation of the claims and HoUingsworth is improper. 

In addition to the above, the daim attributes provide die unique ability to define the location 
of the object within a drawing based on other/nearby objects, areas, or spaces. The dependent 
ckims set forth further details regarding the location. Further, the dependent daims provide 
additional limitations that reflect die location based attributes of the location property. For example, 
dependent daims 19-21 provide for autotaatically remeving data for the one ot more objects fix)m 
die odier object, area, or space where the one Ot more objects are located. In Other words, when the 
location property provides that the one or more objects reside widi or axe associated widi a 
particukx object, area, or space, data for the one ox more objects are automatically retrieved fi:om 
the particular object, area, or space it is associated with ^.e., where it is located). 

In addition, dependent rU^m^ 5-6, 11-12, and 17-18 provide for the use of a location grip in 
detemiining the location of die object In this regard, a location grip is displayed in a drawing and 
die position of die location grip within the drawing determines the location of the object Furdier, 
the location grip and thereby the "location" of the object may be moved without moving die object 
itself. Such a feature again establishes dear nonobvious dififerences fcom die placement of objects 
described in HoUingsworth. 

The Office Action rejects dependent daims 4, 10, and 16 based on Hollmgsworth and 
Matsushita. Applicants submit that such rejections are without merit. Nowhere in Matsushita is 
there any description of a determination of an automatic door number. In this regard, electronic 
searches of Matsushita for die terms "automatic" or "door number" provide no results whatsoever. 
Wiriiout even mentioning the term ''automatic'^ Matsushita cannot possibly teach the automatic 
detemunation of a door number as claimed. The obviousness determination specified in die Office 
Action provides that the automatic placement reduced the burden on die user of manually applying 
complex drafting rules in creating or modifying graphical images. These dependent claims address 
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the use of a door numbec that is autx^tnaticaUy detennitted and not the autottiatic placetnent of a 
dooi. Further, the door number is based on a space where die door is located. No such construct 
or teaching is even remotely alluded to in ddier Matsushita or Holltngsworth. 

In response go such earlier arguments, the final office Action submits diat a figure may be 
placed at a desired position with a desired shape and the figure maybe a door as shown in Figs. 7, 8, 
9, and 10 of Matsushita. However, while a door may be described in Matsushita, die claims do not 
merely recite the use of a door. Instead^ the claims explicidy refer to the an automatic door number 
for the door based on a space the door is located in or near. Again, diere is no door number, 
aatornadc door number, nor the automatic deiermination of a particular door nxmiber even remotely 
described in Matsushita. Funhct, Applicants submit that it would not be obvious to automatically 
label the doors via Hollingsworth's user-defined rules. In this regard, HoUingsworfh also foils to 
even remotely describe an automatic door number or die determination of such a door number as 
explicitly claimed. 

Dependent claims 5, 6, 1 1, 12, 17, and 18 address a location grip that is displayed in the 
drawing and used to detertnine the location of the object. Furdier, the grip location determines 
where the value for the property of the object is obtained firom. The Office Action rejects these 
claims based on HoUingsworth and Felser. However, both Hollingsworth and Felser completely 
lack any discussion, implicir or explicit of a grip. In fact, electronic searches of both HoUingsworth 
and Feler for the term "grip" provides no results whatsoever. Without even mentioning the word 
"grip'^ these references cannor possibly teach the specific use of a grip to determine a location of an 
object with respect to another object/area/space. The Office Action attempts to use Felser*s 
handles and resizing to equate to the grips as claimed- However, handles and resizing directiy 
manipulate the actual object and are not merely used as a location grip to specify a location for the 
object with respect to other objects/ateas/spaces that is then used to determine a property value (as 
claimecQ. 

In response to the above prior arguments, the fin^il Office Action refers to Felser*s handles 
that allow die direct manipulation of the shape object thereby allowing a \xsct to stretch or otherwise 
resize the shape object. While such a handle for rcsi^ix^g an object is deariy useful, it is irrelevant 
with respect to the present claims. The grips of die presentiy claimed invention identify a 'location'* 
for the object and are not used to resize or place the object. In fact, the claims provide that the 
location of the object may be moved by moving the location grip without moving the object itself. 
Such a limitation is deariy distinguishable &om that of both Hollingsworth and Felser. Applicants 
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further disagree and traverse the asserrion thAt Felset's graphical objects are the claimed grips. 
Agaiti, the prcscndy claimed grips are not used to place an object Instead, they merely identify a 
'location" of the object widiout moving die object itself. Such a limitation is not even remotely 
similar to that of Feker or HoUingswotth. 

In view of die above. Applicants submit that the various elements of Applicants' claimed 
invention together provide operational advantages over die systems disclosed in HoUingswordi, 
Matsushita, and Felser- In addidon, Applicants' invention solves problems not recogcuzed by 
HoUingswortb, Matsushita, and Felser. 

Thus, Applicants submit that independent claims 1, 7, and 13 are allowable over 
Hollingsworth, Matsushita, and Feket. Furtiicr; dependent claims 2-6, 8-12. and 14-21 are 
submitted to be allowable over HoDingsworth, Matsushita, and Felser in the same mann er, because 
diey are dependent on independent claims 1, 7, and 13, respectively, and because they contain all the 
limitations of the independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 2-6, 8-12, and 14-21 recite 
additional novel elements not shown by Hollingsworth, Matsushita, and Felser. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, it is submitted chat this application is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited Should the Examiner believe minor matters still remain 
that can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Examiner is urged to call Applicants' undersigned 
attorney. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Simon A, Jones et aL 
By their attorneys, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 

Howard Hughes Center 

6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 

Los Angeles, California 90045 

Date: September 9. 2005 
JSF/bjs 
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